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General Comments - 
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2 
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3 

- 

4 

5 

6 
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General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

General 
Comment 

The Draft EIS fails to discuss “surface commingling” issues. Regasified LNG natural 
gas pipelines are planned to tie into existing pipelines that carry OCS (royalty) 
production. There are issues in protecting the correlative rights of lessees regarding 
natural gas and hydrocarbon liquids. There are also allocation and royalty issues. It is 
recommended that fiu-ther discussions be held with the GOM Region’s Production and 
Development Office and the USCG/MARAD. 

The figures in the DEIS do not include the lease status of nearby blocks. We realize that 
the status of leases change; however, depicting the lease status does provide the reader 
with an opportunity to see how the proposed activities may impact both leased and 
unleased blocks in the area. 

Mitigative measures are contained in various sections of the DEIS. It is essential that 
these measures be included as required conditions within the deepwater port license. It is 
also recommended that the mitigative measures be included in the Record of Decision. 

While reviewing the DEIS, the following deficiency arose from evaluating referenced 
data. The unidentified magnetic anomaly table found in Appendix B of the 
Archaeological and Hazard Survey for EIS for GulfLanding LLC, Deepwater Port 
License Application, WC 213, does not include a column for sensor height off seafloor, as 
required in NTL 2002-GOl . This table must be revised to include all the information 
outlined in NTL 2002-GOl, Appendix 2.III.A. 
While reviewing the DEIS, the following deficiency arose from evaluating referenced 
data. There is no indication in the Archaeological and Hazard Survey for EIS for Gulf 
Landing LLC, Deepwater Port License Application, WC 213, of the tow sensor heights 
for the magnetometer or the sidescan sonar. You mustprovide the sensor tow height for 
both of these instruments. 
While reviewing the DEIS , the following deficiency arose from evaluating referenced 
data. The sonar image provided for Contact 116 in the Archaeological, Engineering, 
and Hazard Survey of 5 proposedpipelines for EIS for GuIfLanding LLC, Deepwater 
Port License Application, WC 213 is not consistent with the description of this target. 
You mustprovide a copy of the sidescan sonar record for survey line 118 between shot 

GEdR 

GEdR 

GEdR 

DB 

DB 

DB 

Specific Comments 
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Comment Reviewer Response Local 
Line - 

16 

In 
Section - 

1.3 

Page - 

1-5 

Though the recommended vessel routes to the proposed terminal are short, the MMS still 
wants to be actively involved in review of the Port Operations Manual. The MMS’ 
concern is the potential for collisions between LNG carriers and/or support vessels with 
current or future nearby OCS oil and gas drilling and production structures. 

GEdR 

The sentence should include decommissioning activities. It is essential that 
decommissioning be planned from the initial phases of design and engineering, 
especially considering the gravity-based structures. This makes the paragraph consistent 
with the Essential Port Requirements section. 

2-3 14 2.2 GEdR 

2-8 
- 

2-1 1 

3,24 2.2.3 We believe the values on lines 3 and 24 should be the same. They refer to the same level 
of sea water usage for the ORV system - either 126.8 or 136 MGD. 

Design Number 5 states that 136 MGD of sea water will be used, but in Table 2-2 on 
page 2-12, the intake of seawater is listed as 127 MGD for DesignNumber 5 .  The 
volume of 136 MGD is also given on page 2-28, line 28, and 136 MGD is given as the 
average discharge volume on page 4-4, line 33. The average amount of seawater used by 
the ORV still needs to be consistent, and/or clarified somehow throughout the document. 

GEdR 

cc 

GEdR 

33 2.2.4 

It is essential that the applicant’s acknowledgement that finer intake screens could be 
added later to the intakes, should monitoring warrant their usage. This statement needs 
to be included as mitigation in the ROD and in the license, if granted. 

The Safety and Security paragraph describes what is required in the Safety Zone 
surrounding the Gulf Landing LNGC facilities The safety zone is completely 
encompasses within WC 2 13. Since WC 2 13 is an unleased block, how does the 
proposal affect the availability and desirability of WC 2 13 for OCS oil and gas leasing? 
Additionally, the Precautionary Zone extends into five OCS blocks some of which are 
leased and one of which is producing (since 1969). What activities are being 
precautioned against? How does that impact existing and potential oil and gas lease 
holders? 

2-15 

- 

2-16 

2.2.5 7-8 

20-3 1 2.2.6 vz 

Will there be any new restrictions on current leaseholders? West Cameron blocks 204, 
2 12, and 225 are all currently under lease and all contain portions of the Precautionary 
Zone. Will there be any new restrictions placed on new leaseholders should West 
Cameron blocks 2 13 andor 224 become leased? Is it suggested that WC block 2 13 be 
deferred from OCS oil and gas leasing consideration? 

2-16 
and 
2-17 

32-39 
and 
1-12 

2.2.6 vz 

2-16 
- 

49 2.2.6 This would be a good place to discuss the “surface commingling” issues with LNG gas 
going into pipelines that transport OCS gas. GEdR 



Reviewer Section 

Table 2-4 

- Response 

2.2.7 

2-19 

2-19 

2-20 

2-22 

2-24 

2-27 

2-28 

2-30 

2-34 

2-34 

2-35 

2.2.9 

13-16 

43 

11-13 

16 

28 

14 

17-19 

2.6 

Figure 2-3 

2.6.1 

2.6.1 

2.6.1 

2.6.1 

Table 2-5 

Figure 2-9 
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Comment 
~~ ~ ~~~~~ 

Add a footnote for the “Acreage of Disturbed Sediment (ac)” so the reader knows the 
parameters involved and how the calculations were determined. 

Add a narrative “jumper” to the text here that references the reader to Figure 2-9 on Page 
2-35. 

Strike the words, “. . . nearly ubiquitous . . . .” 
As stated in our review for the Interim Draft EIS, comparative information is needed on 
the alternative terminal site location. The fact that data is used on a nearby block (WC 
182) is insufficient to properly characterize the geologic hazards, soil conditions, and 
potential for cultural resources on WC 183, the alternative site. This is a “major 
oversight” in the DEIS. Decisionmakers do not have proper nor sufficient information to 
determine if this alternative is a better selection than the preferred alterative of WC 2 13. 

The MMS is very concerned that the proposed anchorages are so close to active 
pipelines. It is likely that the pipelines have only 3 ft  of cover, as required by the MMS 
at this water depth. In severe weather, a LNG carrier’s anchor could be dragged from the 
proposed anchorages in WC 213 into the nearby pipelines. It is recommended that LNG 
carriers anchor at the existing anchorage adjacent to the Calcasieu Fairway south of the 
proposed terminal site (preferred alternative) as shown in Figure 2-2 on page 2-23. 

The heading “LNGC Unloading” is buried in the text. 

Intake volumes are again inconsistent in the document. Please decide which volume is 
correct and do the analyses on that volume. 

The heading for Personnel Quarters is buried in the text. 

49 CFR 192.327(g) and 192.612(b)(3) do not require a minimum of 36 inches of cover in 
the water depths in which the five (5) take-away pipelines will be installed. As stated 
throughout the document, these pipelines will be installed with a minimum of 36 inches 
of cover which is in accordance with MMS regulations. 

Add a footnote to explain how the acreage disturbed was calculated or reference the 
section where the discussion may be found. 

Please add the existing active pipelines to this figure. As it is now, the proposed take- 
away pipelines connect to nothing - show the pipelines’ connections to the existing 
pipeline infrastructure. 

GEdR I 
f 

GEdR 1 
GEdR 

# 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

GEdR 

I 

GEdR 

TL 

GEdR I 
I 

GEdR 

.. , 
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Comment # - 
22 

n Reviewer Locat 
Line - 
1-17; 
14-18 

Response - 
Page - 

2-36 
and 
2-37 

Section - 
2.6.2 

The MMS is particularly concerned about vessel navigation and safety/precautionary 
zone issues. The MMS respectfully requests to be actively involved in review of the 
applicant’s Engineering and Operations Manuals. Activities described in these manuals 
may adversely affect OCS blocks (both leased and unleased) and OCS 
structures/facilities. 

GEdR 

2.6.2 

The MMS is very concerned about the proximity of the proposed anchorages to several 
existing OCS pipelines. It is likely that these pipelines are buried only 3 fi below the sea 
floor. If the proposed anchorage locations are approved, there are several alternatives 
that might minimize potential impacts to these pipelines. The USCG should consider 
altering the anchorages size and shape. Certain borders of the anchorages are 
approximately 184 to 200 meters from two active OCS pipelines. The distance from the 
anchorages’ borders to the pipelines needs to be substantially increased. Secondly, the 
pipelines could be buried substantially deeper in the sea floor to minimize potential 
impacts from vessel anchors. If severe weather is forthcoming, LNG carriers could be 
required to leave these nearby anchorages to also minimize potential conflicts. In 
summary, a larger margin of safety is needs to minimize the potential for adverse impacts 
to the pipelines from terminal operations, e.g., a vessel’s anchor dragging during severe 
weather that would snag the pipeline(s). 

23 2-37 1 - 9  GEdR 

24 2-37 23 2.6.2 GEdR 

GEdR 

Change “mooring buoy” in this sentence to “GBS.” 

This sentence states that, “The Precautionary Area would have no enforceable 
restrictions to vessel movements.” The Precautionary Area must not restrict OCS 
mineral exploration, development, production, and transportation activities. 

49 CFR 192.327(g) and 192.612(b)(3) do not require a minimum of 36 inches of cover in 
the water depths in which the five (5) take-away pipelines will be installed. As stated 
throughout the document, these pipelines will be installed with a minimum of 36 inches 
of cover which is in accordance with MMS regulations. 

Table 3-1 does not include temperature information from LATEX moorings 18 and 20. 
Mean and maximum temperatures should be cited at these moorings at any of the three 
depths for which these are available. They could be included either here or in the text (as 
was done for NOAA buoy 42035). 

25 2-37 29 2.6.2 

TL 26 2-39 13 2.6.3 

cc 27 3-6 13 3.1.3. I 

Velocity means and maxima should be included for mooring 20, if possible. Mooring 21 
has excellent velocity data but the water depth of mooring 20 is more comparable to that 
at the proposed terminal site. 

28 3-9 8 3.1.4.1 cc 
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